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time for calm deliberation by the Con-
gress in a proceeding uncomplicated by 
any question other than whether we 
should commit to a course of action 
that may cost a heavy toll in human 
lives, hundreds of billions of dollars, 
and the good will of the international 
community. 

I urge support of the Spratt sub-
stitute. But what is our course if 
Spratt is not adopted? What then is the 
best course for us to address the threat 
of terrorism and the threat of the use 
of chemical and biological weapons in 
the hands of a brutal dictator? What is 
our best chance to evoke the response 
from Iraq that will lead to unfettered 
weapons inspections and eventual dis-
armament? 

With long and careful thought I have 
come to the conclusion that the leader-
ship of Iraq will only submit to a cred-
ible disarmament process based on in-
spections if it is faced with a credible 
threat of the use of force. It is the use 
of force authorization that I pray will 
never be used. And it is the use of force 
authorization that should never be 
used unilaterally. After Spratt, H.J. 
Res. 114 provides the only remaining 
prudent chance to stem these new 
threats of unthinkable horrific terror 
that our Nation and the world now 
face, threats that we are now only just 
beginning to understand. It is a chance 
that I believe our country through this 
Congress must commit to take at this 
time. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), who has been 
a very active Member on this resolu-
tion. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to commend my colleague from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) for his persever-
ance. I know he has been here until the 
wee hours of the morning last night 
and this evening. And for those of us 
who oppose the underlying resolution, 
we are indeed in his debt. And I also 
want to thank him for his leadership 
within our caucus, not just simply on 
this particular issue but on many 
issues, particularly in terms of the con-
tinent of Africa. He is certainly some-
one who commands our respect. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
to bring to the attention of the House 
disturbing reports that have recently 
appeared in the national press about 
alleged efforts to tailor intelligence in-
formation about Iraqi intentions and 
capabilities to fill the contours of ad-
ministration policy. And I wish to note 
two particular stories from today’s 
Washington Post and yesterday’s 
Miami Herald. 

Mr. Speaker, I will insert the articles 
now in the RECORD.

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 9, 2002] 
ANALYSTS DISCOUNT ATTACK BY IRAQ 

(By Dana Priest) 
Unprovoked by a U.S. military campaign, 

Iraqi President Saddam Hussein is unlikely 
to initiate a chemical or biological attack 
against the United States, intelligence agen-
cies concluded in a classified report given to 
select senators last week. 

However, the report added, ‘‘should Sad-
dam conclude that a US-led attack could no 
longer be deterred,’’ he might launch a 
chemical-biological counterattack. Hussein 
might ‘‘decide that the extreme step of as-
sisting Islamist terrorists in conducting a 
WMD [weapons of mass destruction] attack 
against the United States would be his last 
chance to exact vengeance by taking a large 
number of victims with him.’’

The assessment was first made in a classi-
fied National Intelligence Estimate, which 
includes the analysis and opinions of all rel-
evant U.S. intelligence agencies, that was 
given to the Senate intelligence committee 
last week. A declassified ‘‘white paper’’ on 
Iraq was released days later. At the urging of 
the committee, which is controlled by Demo-
crats, additional portions of the intelligence 
report were declassified by the CIA Monday 
and released last night. 

With lawmakers poised to vote this week 
on a resolution giving President Bush au-
thority to attack Iraq, the new intelligence 
report offers grist both for supporters and 
critics of the administration’s policy. The 
CIA assessment appears to suggest that an 
attack on Iraq could provoke the very thing 
the President has said he is trying to fore-
stall: the use of chemical or biological weap-
ons by Hussein. 

But the CIA also declassified other ele-
ments of analysis that seem to back up the 
President’s assertion that Iraq has active 
ties to al Qaeda—a growing feature of the ad-
ministration’s case for considering military 
action. 

Among the intelligence assessments link-
ing Iraq with al Qaeda is ‘‘credible report-
ing’’ that the group’s ‘‘leaders sought con-
tacts in Iraq who could help them acquire 
WMD capabilities,’’ according to a letter to 
senators from CIA Director George T. Tenet. 

Tenet added: ‘‘Iraq’s increasing support to 
extremist Palestinians, coupled with grow-
ing indications of a relationship’’ with al 
Qaeda, ‘‘suggest Baghdad’s links to terror-
ists will increase, even absent U.S. military 
action.’’

In his speech to the nation Monday night, 
Bush said: ‘‘Iraq could decide on any given 
day to provide a biological or chemical weap-
on to a terrorist group or individual terror-
ists. Alliance with terrorists could allow the 
Iraqi regime to attack America without 
leaving any fingerprints.’’

The letter’s release shed light on a behind-
the-scenes battle over Iraq-related intel-
ligence. The CIA’s detailed, unvarnished 
view of the threat posed by Iraq is central, 
say many lawmakers, to how they will vote 
on the matter. Yet an increasing number of 
intelligence officials, including former and 
current intelligence agency employees, are 
concerned the agency is tailoring its public 
stance to fit the administration’s views.

The CIA works for the president, but its 
role is to provide him with information un-
tainted by political agendas. 

Caught in the tug of war over intelligence, 
say former intelligence officials familiar 
with current CIA intelligence and analysis 
on Iraq, have been the CIA’s rank and file 
and, to some extent, Tenet. 

There is a tremendous amount of pressure 
on the CIA to substantiate positions that 
have already been adopted by the adminis-
tration,’’ said Vincent M. Cannistraro, 
former head of counterterrorism at the CIA. 

Tenet last night released a statement 
meant to dispel assertions that the letter 
contained new information that would un-
dercut the case Bush made Monday night. 

‘‘There is no inconsistency between our 
view of Saddam’s growing threat and the 
view as expressed by the President in his 
speech,’’ the statement read. ‘‘Although we 
think the chances of Saddam initiating a 

WMD attack at this moment are low—in 
part because it would constitute an admis-
sion that he possesses WMD—there is no 
question that the likelihood of Saddam using 
WMD against the United States or our allies 
in the region for blackmail, deterrence, or 
otherwise grows as his arsenal continues to 
build.’’

In explaining why the items in the letter 
were not also released before, Tenet said he 
did not want to provide ‘‘Saddam a blueprint 
of our intelligence capabilities and short-
comings, or with insight into our expecta-
tions of how he will and will not act.’’

Still, he noted, the agency could neverthe-
less declassify further information not pre-
viously disclosed. Included in his letter were 
snippets of an Oct. 2 closed-door session. 

Included in that was questioning by Sen. 
Carl M. Levin (D-Mich.), in which he asked 
an unnamed intelligence official whether it 
‘‘is likely that [Hussein] would initiate an 
attack using a weapon of mass destruction?’’

The official answered: ‘‘... in the foresee-
able future, given the conditions we under-
stand now, the likelihood I think would be 
low.’’

Levin asked: ‘‘If we initiate an attack and 
he thought he was in extremis ... what’s the 
likelihood in response to our attack that he 
would use chemical or biological weapons?’’

The answer came: ‘‘Pretty high, in my 
view.’’

In his letter, Tenet responded to senators’ 
questions about Iraq’s connections to al 
Qaeda. ‘‘We have solid reporting of senior-
level contacts between Iraq and Al Qaeda 
going back a decade,’’ Tenet wrote. ‘‘Credible 
information’’ also indicates that Iraq and al 
Qaeda ‘‘have discussed safe haven and recip-
rocal non-aggression.’’

[From The Miami Herald, Oct. 8, 2002] 
DISSENT OVER GOING TO WAR GROWS AMONG 

U.S. GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 
(By Warren P. Strobel, Jonathan S. Landay 

and John Walcott) 
WASHINGTON.—While President Bush mar-

shals congressional and international sup-
port for invading Iraq, a growing number of 
military officers, intelligence professionals 
and diplomats in his own government pri-
vately have deep misgivings about the ad-
ministration’s double-time march toward 
war.a 

These officials charge that administration 
hawks have exaggerated evidence of the 
threat that Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein 
poses—including distorting his links to the 
al Qaeda terrorist network—have overstated 
the extent of international support for at-
tacking Iraq and have downplayed the poten-
tial repercussions of a new war in the Middle 
East. 

They charge that the administration 
squelches dissenting views and that intel-
ligence analysts are under intense pressure 
to produce reports supporting the White 
House’s argument that Hussein poses such an 
immediate threat to the United States that 
preemptive military action is necessary. 

‘‘Analysts at the working level in the in-
telligence community are feeling very strong 
pressure from the Pentagon to cook the in-
telligence books,’’ said one official, speaking 
on condition of anonymity. 

VIEWS ECHOED 
A dozen other officials echoed his views in 

interviews with the Knight Ridder Wash-
ington Bureau. 

They cited recent suggestions by Defense 
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and National Se-
curity Advisor Condoleezza Rice that Hus-
sein and Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda net-
work are working together. 

Rumsfeld said on Sept. 26 that the U.S. 
government has ‘‘bulletproof’’ confirmation 
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